INTRODUCTION
The aim of the world conservation strategy is focused primarily to conserve natural resources, mainly to preserve genetic diversity, to maintain essential ecological processes and to ensure sustainable utilization of species and ecosystems at large [1] . With the same report to astonishingly, the development efforts of many developing countries, including Ethiopia are being slowed by lack of proper conservation. Environmental modification like in mode the days' so called forest clearing speculations all not mean to lead developments. Unless it is directed by ecological, environmental, social, cultural and ethical, friendly considerations, much improvement will continue to have undesired effects, to supply reduced reimbursements or otherwise to fall short altogether [1, 2] .
Compiled report on African wildlife foundation attempted that in East Africa many of the most significant protected areas are found neighboring pastoral land use systems [3] . In line with, increasing of human population, and related negative land pressures, has been resulting in the shrinking of natural resources as a whole. The conservation strategy based on the joint between the local community and conservation authorities is known to be the best management strategy in principle to conserve and earn benefit in a sustainable approach; however, the participation of local peoples in this regard is very less in past decades.
It is also stated in the different literature that protected areas are the most common device for in situ conservation of biodiversity globally. Against to the affirmative sense of establishing protected areas, social promoters disagree that protected areas take away local rights of access to critical resources and thus negatively, and unjustly, crash the social and economic welfare of neighboring communities. This negative human impact, so the argument goes, troubles protected area conservation objectives because protected areas cannot succeed without an involvement of local communities, and since then poverty, which is exacerbated by protected areas is a root cause of ecosystem degradation [4, 5] . Altering the landscapes due to the extensive cattle ranching directly leads to deforestation and the main cause of loss of wildlife habitats. Thus, different works literatures reasonably in broad view quote geomorphologic changes and negative impacts for wildlife groups [6] .
The establishment and expansion of protected areas in Ethiopia have been motivated to save genetic resources and abundance of varieties of wildlife through investigations. The objective of this management was to protect wild animals and natural habitats through restriction of unlimited destruction of local communities. Currently, the country has a total of 61 protected areas. Among these 11 are national parks managed by the Ethiopian Wildlife Conservation Authority (EWCA), 13 national parks and sanctuaries managed by the regions, 3 biosphere reserves, 2 wildlife sanctuaries managed by the regions, 6 wildlife reserves managed by the regions, 6 open controlled hunting areas managed by the regions [7] . Even though this, however, national policy for protected areas and management activities is affected by many negative factors in the country such as inadequate financial support to protected area management linked to the priorities and difficulties of national economy, poor communities in and around protected areas, less emphasis and non involvement of local communities in conservation actions, problems related to national land use plan have brought some limitations to moving towards international criteria and principles.
The effective management of wild species, either flora or fauna of a park can be greatly improved by the periodic studies and knowledge of the entire population distribution and abundance. Therefore, this is study is focusing on conservation efforts and status of the Dilifikar Block with a hypothetical diagram of local communities and expected values. 
MATERIALS AND METHODS

The Study Area
The study was carried out in Dilifekar Regional Block, Arsi Mountains National Park, Ethiopia. Dilfekar Park is one of the four (Chilalo-Galama, Kaka, Hoqolo and Dilfekar) Arsi Mountains National Parks. The total area covered is 1341 ha. It is situated 125 km south of Addis Ababa, and 55 km north of Asella, the Zonal capital. It is only 15 km from Sodere resort center [8] . It is located at 8 
Data Collection Methods
We conducted a purposive sampling technique to generate data from the respondents of the study area by involving 42 peoples, among these 30 were local people with responsibility given to play a role in the protection of the Park. The remaining 12 people were the staff of the Park. Data was produced by focus group discussion and interview administered questionnaire for both the local peoples who are involved to supervise sequentially in surrounding of the Park and employees. The questionnaire was designed to evaluate the knowledge, perception and attitude towards the Park and inhabiting wild vertebrate groups. Particularly, major threats to wildlife were interviewed to understand the level of management and conservation gaps.
Thus, staff members of the Park and participating local peoples as a stake were taken as information sources of our study area. The reason for limiting our data source only with those involved in the Park area was due to an assumption of efficient information along with since the recent establishment of the Park area. Focus group discussion was carried by the local language, Amharic, and responses were recorded andtranslated later into English. Data were presented as the percentage (%) given each response. Chi-square (χ 2 ) tests were applied to get out if the responses occurred with like probability.
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
In order to supplement conservation status, the study entertained staffs of the Block management and local communities by both questionnaires and focus group discussions. As it is presented in Table 1 , 47.6% of respondents said that the death of the mammals, either it is a small sized or large sized mammalian groups, of the Block is high on the road which indicates that the design of the road and awareness of the car drivers towards wild vertebrate groups is still confined. This might be due to reasons of movement of animals by crossing the road which has directly led to victims. Road kill data between vertebrate groups is statistically significant (χ 2 =12.95, df=3,p<0.05). Reptiles are also vulnerable to road kill agents; this was reported by 26.2% of respondents. High vertebrate diversity strike by a road accident is a great concern for conservation and sustainability of some rare species. [10] Found that 72 species of vertebrate groups killed by road accidents, of which, 40 species were birds, 24 species of mammals and 8 of reptiles related to landscape characteristics. To reduce the car accidents, it seems sound loudly to make car speed breakers on the road where the road by its geographical set up from the direction of Asella to Adama invites the car drivers use high speed. As our study area is semi-dry land, water scarcity is reported as the highest with 54.8%, and the factor of prey is reported as the least, 4.8% (Table 2) . Grazing in the Park has also resulted in 23.8% as a pessimistic factor in the diversity of vertebrate groups of the wildlife.
Concerning the measures which have been taken by Block managers for threat reduction, about 57.1% of respondents reported that, fencing as a key technique to manage the Block and also to alleviate road kill threats. According to the respondants, while the least and unmanageable threat was a vehicle speed reduction. Public education and awareness based technique is growing up and reported as effective mitigation technique, 35.7% (Table 3) . The level of community's perspective and understanding towards the wildlife resources and benefits was strong, 73.8% of respondents agreed with conservation of the wildlife (Table 4 ). The local communities strongly and positively support the positive benefits of the Block; this might be due to for firewood collection, grass collection and indirect income from the Park, as a tourist site and to advertise their cultures. This Block was very young and before established as protected area, the local communities were using as animal graze site, residential site and farm land. Similarly, different scholars reported the positive influence of local communities from the Park area, e.g. [11, 12, 13] . In contrast, 11.9% of respondents reported as the Park has no any benefit from the wildlife and conservation activities. [14] Reported negative attitudes of local communities towards conservation of National Parks due to reasons of loss of job opportunities, proximity of community settlement and related factors. Some communities have less awareness towards protection of the area by comparing the pervious benefits before the Block establishment.
In this study, it tried thatto document the traditional management techniques. As shown on Fig. 3 , the Dilfekar Block has been managed by different punishment types. While local peoples grazing their livestock, 90.5% of livestock owners were paying some money, otherwise still there was no officially taxed fee collection and punishment by the Block management bodies. If this punishment can be strengthened, it might help to secure wildlife and increase diversity of the species of the area.
Figure 3. Report of punishment techniques by Park management while communities' grazing their livestock's inside the Park
Due to increased anthropogenic pressure and very dry area around Dehra area, there is competition between livestock with wildlife and human beings for the resources. The salvation of this factor was managed by restricted incarceration of livestock's until owners make a payment for the release of their own livestock's'. This approach can be considered as a restrictive way till perception is to be solid with local communities about conservation and in another way as a generation of income for the Block. These strategies could be potentially enforced unruliness or resistance as a general human attitude towards conservation within the protected area [15] . Table 5 clearly presents the level of intensive grazing among different seasons. The summer season, July-September was the period for grazing and the habitat of wildlife was mostly affected. This was supported by 69% of respondents. In another way grazing level was loweredabout 4.8% from the month January to June. Intense grazing of the Block area by livestock during the wet season was due to coverage of farmland areas of crops. Nearby surrounded residents consciously send their livestock's to the Park area to forage, this might account as a great influence during the wet season. The life style of the wildlife and the habitat conservation status was also assessed. About 85.7% of respondents reported that the status of conservation and management style is improving, some 4.8% of respondents reported as the habitat was not shown a progress. As it was shown in Table 6 , none of the respondents were responded high status of improvement. One approach and supportive rationale for improvement progress might be very short history of its establishment and restoration activities from 70 ha since 1975 to the current total area coverage of 1,341 ha [8] . To have some information of the Block value and utilization, this study had collected ways of revenue sources. The study area was visited by foreigners, both resident and non residents and students. As it was presented in figure 4 , the visit of foreigners was continuously increased from the year 2012-2015, similarly university students visit was also increased from year to year. In contrary, visit by Adult Ethiopians was decreased from year to year as per the raw data obtained from the Block management offices. This might be the sign for the management offices of the Block to make more effort for in the attraction activities to gain the deserved benefits from the Block. According to [16] , accommodation, Park entry fee and catering services are the major sources of revenues in the Park. [17] reported that economic valuation of protected areas from tourist can lead to the appreciation of the values of other protected areas. Visit frequency by Ethiopian adults was declining from year to year; this might be due to feeling of charge fee. According to [18] , it is simply not appropriate to charge citizens to access public land. This non fee principle might be for developed nations; however, in the Ethiopian case protected areas are important as job opportunities and also income generation from different source type of fee. As presented in the Table 7 , the Block is collecting more money from local communities by punishing livestock owners. The level and amount of revenue were increased from year to year. It seems the Block managers are seriously paying an attention to conserve it, since 72775 Ethiopian Birr (ETB) was collected in 2015 than 33,330 Ethiopian Birr (ETB) which was collected in 2013. This study has concluded that realization of jointly local community based program for the protection of wildlife resources is better than only fencing and effort by conservation authorities. Moreover, conservation of wildlife and the whole habitat of the study area are improved if collaboration is made among local communities and conservation organization. Generally, the conservation efforts being made by the stakeholders of the Dilifeqar Block are better yet, but need further improvement.
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